NATIONAL  BUREAU  OF  STANOAROS 


m>-AO¥SJL^t 


35DICA?I0I: 


To  ay  wife  Louise  who  has  endured  many 
of  ay  studies  - each  a new  crusade.  I crusade, 
but  she  keeps  the  faith. 


AlKiCVITLiGi  :3”T3 

'"any  contributed  to  this  study.  General  Scott  made 
it  all  possible,  but  my  indebtedness  does  not  stop  there. 

I also  want  to  thank  my  friend,  classmate  and  study  ad- 
visor Jack  Taylor  for  his  interest  and  his  statistics 
books.  Dr.  George  Allen's  helpful  and  constructive  com- 
ments on  the  questionnaire  precluded  sheer  folly.  Tom 
Keegan,  Garth  Payne,  and  Lee  Jackson  provided  unbelievable 
support  - along  with  Tom's  entire  office  staff.  Sherril 
Cvrens  took  the  time  to  plow  through  hundreds  of  question- 
naires in  order  to  help  with  the  basic  tally.  Thanks. 


iccessio* 

far 

_ i 

j mu 

While  Stctltn  SC; 

| occ 

It'll  S 

ectiai  ! 

| IXANKG9XCEB 
rosnnCAiiGM 

□ 

i 

it 

1 

DisiiiBanai/miuotun  oua  j 

Olil. 

AVAIL.  S*M 

ci  il'iCUt  1 

jfl 

f 

THE  DCD  PROGRAM  ’-'AHA GSR  PROFILE 


An  Executive  Summary 
of  a 

Study  Report 

’ey 

George  E.  Giacoppe 
Major  USA 

May  1973 


Defense  Systems  Management  School 
Program  Management  Course 
Glass  73-1 

Port  Belvoir,  Virginia  22060 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  PAGE  r Whan  Dmtm  Enter'd) 


REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE 


READ  INSTRUCTIONS 
BEFORE  COMPLETING  FORM 


I.  REPORT  NUMBER 


2.  GOVT  ACCESSION  NO 


3.  RECIPIENT'S  CATALOG  NUMBER 


4.  TITLE  land  Submit) 


THE  DOD  PROGRAM  MANAGER  PROFILE 


5.  TYPE  OF  REPORT  & PERIOD  COVERED 


Study  Project  Report  73-1 


6.  PERFORMING  ORG.  REPORT  NUMBER 


7.  AUTHOR!*; 


8.  CONTRACT  OR  GRANT  NUMBER!*; 


GEORGE  N.  GIACOPPE 


9.  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  NAME  AND  ADDRESS 


10.  PROGRAM  ELEMENT.  PROJECT,  TASK 
AREA  8 WORK  UNIT  NUMBERS 


DEFENSE  SYSTEMS  MANAGEMENT  COLLEGE 
FT.  BELVOIR,  VA  22060 


II.  CONTROLLING  OFFICE  NAME  AND  ADDRESS 


12.  REPORT  DATE 

73-1 


DEFENSE  SYSTEMS  MANAGEMENT  COLLEGE 
FT.  BELVOIR,  VA  22060 


13.  NUMBER  OF  PAGES 

56 


14.  MONITORING  AGENCY  NAME  4 ADDRESS!//  different  Irom  Controlling  Office) 


15.  SECURITY  CLASS,  (ol  th It  report; 

UNCLASSIFIED 


15*.  DECLASSIFICATION/ DOWNGRADING 
SCHEDULE 


16.  DISTRIBUTION  STATEMENT  (of  tbit  Report) 

UNLIMITED 


I siaie;.:ent  a 

•Approved  fci  public  release; 

Distribution  Unlimited 


t7.  DISTRIBUTION  STATEMENT  (of  the  abstract  entered  In  Block  20,  It  different  from  Report) 


18.  SUPPLEMENTARY  NOTES 

SEE  ATTACHED  SHEET 


19.  KEY  WORDS  (Continue  on  reverse  aide  if  neceaaary  and  identity  by  block  number ) 

SEE  ATTACHED  SHEET 


20.  ABSTRACT  (Continue  on  reverse  aide  If  neceaaary  and  Identity  by  block  number) 


DO  z*n  1473  EDITION  OF  t MOV  88  IS  OBSOLETE 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  PAGE  (When  Data  Entered) 


i 


DEFinsr.  SYSTEMS  HAI!m  jEHCNT  school 

{ ' iS7‘ rar.  r;  :-4=ass.: 

| THE  OOO  PROGRAM  MANAGER  PROFILE. 


LTHE  000  f 

z rtr.r.:  . 'k:.z  * >"  ■ *>t  7.  r. . m :*r i: 


:-;'?ac*i7n.\'  ri‘aC3i33£r:xv  vrz£fcrz*35«~ sv;.  sri  taaaz?xz\ 


SI  UCY  PKOCi.  V Qul  ST  I OH : 


How  does  the  PM  or  Oeputy  PM  relate  to  his  program 
with  respect  to  education  and  job  preparation,  petivation, 
performance  criteria  and  preference  for  a management  style? 


" ^rrx'assr’ufiL'an.rs %jz 

STUDY  KlPOTi  ABSTRACT : 


rr  - ^a*nnmaisBa^'T>a!sn^^rcCTiaB3saaL»a» 


This  study  is  based  on  a multi-part  questionnaire 
mailed  to  154  major  programs.  The  form  was  sent  to 
Program  Managers  and  deputies  with  greater  than  65% 
return. 

The  study  Indicates  that  a profile  exists  with  a 
high  degree  of  assurance  on  certain  factors  such  as 
performance  criteria  but  that  other  factors  such  as 
management  style  develop  mixed  responses. 

The  major  impact  of  the  study  should  be  to  re- 
examine performance  criteria  in  schoot  and  on  the  job 
based  on  priorities  listed  in  the  study  and  to  determine 
whether  the  Herzberg  motivator  of  "growth"  actually  can 
be  built  into  program  management. 


KEYWORDS!  MATERIEL  ACQUISITION  PROJECT  MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM  MANAGEMENT  PARTICIPATIVE  MANAGEMENT 


Student,  Rank  Service 

George  N.  Giacoppe 

Major  USA 


Class 


PMC  73-1 


May  1973 
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This  study  defines  specific  parameters  normally 
associated  with  job  enrichment.  It  is  a profile  of  major 
program  managers  and  deputies  which  treat  specific  examples 
of  Hera berg's  "motivators"  which,  simply  stated,  are: 
growth  achievement,  recognition,  and  responsibility.  The 
study  is  based  on  a questionnaire  which  was  sent  to  154 
major  DCD  programs  with  greater  than  65/=  response  rate. 

The  study  addresses  the  following  research  questions: 

1.  "'That  are  the  important  work  and  education 
experiences  a PI-I  should  have  in  preparation  for 
managing  military  programs?" 

2.  "Row  do  program  managers  and  deputies  per- 
ceive program  management?" 

5.  ",7hich  common  performance  abilities  are 
perceived  as  most  important  by  program  man- 
agers and  deputies?" 

4.  "That  is  the  predominant  preference  for 
directive  or  participative  management?" 

Essentially,  the  results  indicate  that  definite  pro- 
files do  develop  in  preferences  for  work  experience  and  the 
performance  criteria  which  should  be  applied  to  work  and 
preparation  for  assignments  (education/training).  Achieve- 
ment, recognition  and  responsibility  are  all  needs  which 
appear  to  be  satisfied  in  the  program  office.  Growth  as 
measured  by  1)  specific  career  progression  in  program 
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management,  and  2)  promotion  vis  a vis  contemporaries, 
appears  to  be  absent  from  the  program  office. 

The  major  impact  of  the  study  should  be  that  educators 
and  job  performance  evaluators  examine  and  weigh  perform- 
ance criteria  in  some  meaningful  fashion  which  relates  to 
the  importance  perceived  by  program  managers.  The  opinion 
of  the  managers,  where  consistent  and  statistically  mean- 
ingful, can  assist  in  developing  improved  preparation  for 
that  hind  of  management  by  current  middle  managers  (e.g., 
students  at  33, JS)  . 
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CHAPTER  I 


PURPOSE  ARE  ORGANIZATION 

Purpo  se 

The  fundamental  purpose  of  my  study  is  to  develop  the 
management  profile  of  program  managers.  Hopefully  this 
profile  can  be  described  in  usable  terms  so  that  we  may 
better  understand  key  operant  factors  in  the  program  office. 

i 

If  we  better  understand  the  managers  and  these  factors,  per- 

4 

haps  we  can  eventually  see  what  needs  to  be  done  to  improve 
preparation  for  program  managers.  Obviously,  I have  no 
charter  to  change  anything  or  even  to  recommend  changes.  I 
will  be  able  to  point  out  areas  for  further  consideration, 

I 

study  and  possible  interest,  but  the  changes  will  be  left 
to  others.  This  is  at  once  the  beauty  and  the  problem  of 
student  status.  I hope  to  introduce  the  germ  of  an  idea  of 
priorities  in  the  study  of  program  management.  My  study  is 
one  of  a large  set  of  studies.  I cannot  hope  to  fully  de- 
scribe program  management,  but  I can  determine  key  profile 
elements  and  those  key  abilities  seen  by  program  managers 
themselves  to  most  heavily  impact  the  program  office. 

Fundamental  Technique/Hypothesis 

My  basic  hypothesis  will  be  that  there  is  no  signifi- 
cant polarity  or  single  group  opinion  among  program  managers 

This  study  represents  the  views,  conclusions  and  recommen- 
dations of  the  author  and  does  not  necessarily  reflect  the 
official  opinion  of  the  Defense  Systems  Management  School 
nor  the  Department  of  Defense. 
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(including  PM's  and  Deputy  PM's).  In  order  to  accept  or 
reject  this  hypothesis,  I will  use  an  <*■ £ .01  criterion  in 
the  Kolmogorov-Smirnov  one  sample  test  for  most  elements 
of  the  questionnaire.  This  technique  in  itself  should 
eliminate  doubts  in  the  level  of  confidence  [99%)  hut  it 
should  also  help  detect  those  areas  of  high  interest,  energy, 
and  impact.  It  will  help  establish  profile  priorities  by 
virtue  of  manager  involvement.  In  addition,  much  of  the 
analysis  will  be  apparent  and  nearly  automatic.  It  is  the 
synthesis  which  should  then  absorb  our  interest.  How  do 
we  put  this  information  together  to  contribute  to  better 
program  management?  Gan  we  in  schools  be  influenced  to 
change  by  what  appears  to  be  important  to  program  managers? 

Is  there  some  key  education  and  experience  which  will  assist 
development  of  program  management? 

Research  Questions 

My  major  research  questions  are  listed  below: 

1.  "What  are  the  Important  work  and  education 
experiences  a PM  should  have  in  preparation 
for  managing  military  programs?" 

2.  "How  do  program  managers  and  deputies  per- 
ceive program  management?" 

3.  "Which  common  performance  abilities  are 
perceived  as  most  important  by  program  man- 
agers and  deputies?" 

4.  "What  is  the  predominant  preference  for 
directive  or  participative  management?" 

This  study  will  describe  the  profile  of  program  managers 
and  deputies.  It  will  not  presume  what  that  profile  "should" 
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be  except  to  establish  a null  hypothesis.  Similarly,  I 
will  examine  and  order  those  personal  abilities  which  pro- 
gram managers  perceive  as  necessary  to  perform  successfully. 
Obviously,  these  could  be  used  to  begin  to  examine  other 
areas  such  as  the  curriculum  of  the  school  devoted  to  pro- 
gram management  (D3MS).  I will  refrain  from  overextending 
this  study  into  the  detail  that  a curriculum  study  might 
warrant,  however  I commend  it  to  anyone  interested,  includ- 
ing myself,  for  future  consideration. 

Limitations 

The  most  critical  limitation  in  scope  for  the  study 
is  related  to  the  collection  and  analysis  constraints  im- 
posed by  time  in  general  and  especially  by  lack  of  key 
punch  time.  Had  the  results  of  each  questionnaire  been  re- 
corded on  cards,  correlation  and  cross  correlation  would 
have  been  simpler  and  more  complete.  This  situation  can 
be  described  as  unfortunate  but  expected  based  on  the  many 
demands  for  ADT  support.  The  data  are  available  for  fur- 
ther study  even  in  their  present  form. 

Definition  of  Terms 

The  terms  used  within  this  study  will  be  commonly  used 
and  defined  terms.  If  I feel  that  some  doubt  about  a term 
exists,  I will  define  it  in  context.  Ho  glossary  is  requir- 
ed and  the  technical  and  mathematical  support  are  demon- 
strated in  the  appropriate  appendix.  All  the  basic  data 
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are  available  to  the  reader  who  desires  to  duplicate  my 
computations  or  challenge  them. 

Organization 

In  order  to  maintain  a logical  flow  based  on  my  re- 
search questions,  the  study  will  be  organized  by  major 
research  question.  This  will  result  in  some  perambulations 
through  the  questionnaire,  but  it  groups  thoughts  and  con- 
cepts which  naturally  relate  to  each  other.  Salient  and 
repeated  comments  by  respondents  will  be  covered  as  appro- 
priate when  they  impact  directly  on  a research  question, 
as  happened  in  the  first  portion  of  the  first  research  ques- 
tion. In  addition,  I will  try  to  use  the  comments  to  cri- 
tique my  study  and  will  include  a brief  summary  of  comments 
after  coverage  of  the  research  questions. 
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CHAPTER  II 


REVIEW  OF  RELATES  RESEARCH 


My  review  of  specific  literature  and  research  was 
brief.  Although  the  parallel  research  was  interesting, 
it  was  not  significant  in  contributing  to  this  study, 
ific  studies  are  cited  and  summarized  below: 

1.  "Analysis  of  Selected  Biographical  Data 
fro  i D3I-I3  Classes,"  Donald  E.  Child 

(PI  C 72-2) 

This  study  indicates  that  Millers 
Analogies  Test  scores  are  poor  predi- 
cators  of  student  performance.  A later 
study  (in  progress)  Robert  Lipinsloi 
(73-1)  appears  tc  verify  that  result, 
but  goes  much  further  in  suggesting 
causal  factors. 

2.  "A  Mew  Technique  to  Identifying  Distin- 
guished Graduates  from  DSU3,"  Lonas  1 

Robert  Delcour  (72-2) 

This  study  disagrees  with  a stu- 
dent grade  point  average  as  a useful 
predictor  of  job  performance  of  grad- 
uates. Delccur  suggests  using  a pair- 
ing comparison  technique  to  select 
distinguished  graduates. 

3.  "The  D3MS  Grading  System,"  Kenneth  P. 

Horsham 

This  study  is  a summary  of  inter- 
views which  tend  to  discredit  the  current 
DSM3  grading  system.  It  appears  to  be 
a report  of  student  and  faculty  reaction 
to  the  DSKS  grading  system. 

4.  "A  Study  of  the  Personnel  Selection  Pro- 
cess Used  Within  a Program  Office," 

Alfred  Banholzer. 

This  study  is  a series  of  the  author's 
cerebrations  on  the  topic  which  might 
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provide  the  basis  for  specific  study  of 
some  portion  of  some  process.  It  is  a 
difficult  study  from  which  to  generalize. 

5.  "An  Examination  of  the  Curriculum  Organ- 
ization and  the  Methods  of  Instruction 
at  the  DSMS,"  William  Robert  Rendit  (72-2) 

This  study  proposes  a fifty-fifty 
division  between  education  and  training 
based  on  faculty  and  student  responses. 

Ky  research  will  address  prediction  of  student  and  on 
the  job  performance  only  in  the  sense  of  pinpointing  factors 
to  be  considered  in  manager  development  - both  through 
Job  experience  and  education.  In  short,  I will  not  provide 
"answers"  as  some  of  the  above  studies,  but  instead  will 
concentrate  on  determining  which  are  the  correct  questions 
to  ask. 
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CHAPTER  III 

DATA  COLLECTION  A HE  ANALYSIS  PROCEDURE 
HETIIODo  USED  TC  COLLECT  DATA 
I have  used  a simultaneously  mailed  questionnaire 
individually  addressed  to  each  program  manager  of  15^  desig- 
nated programs.  In  addition,  each  program  manager  was  dis- 
tributed sufficient  forms  for  deputies  to  respond  wherever 
deputies  existed.  Separate  retirn  envelopes  were  provided 
for  deputies  and,  to  date,  each  has  been  returned  separately 
and  not  with  the  PH's  questionnaire.  The  likelihood  of 
collusion  or  coercion  appears  even  more  remote  when  one  con- 
siders the  nature  of  the  respondents  and  the  provision  of 
non-attri bu tion.  Personal  data  were  removed  from  question- 
naires once  correlation  data  were  recorded  to  Insure  the 
security  of  responses  and  to  support  the  non-attribution 
policy. 

I used  the  modified  Likert  scales  for  most  questions 
to  allow  uniformity  and  to  permit  introduction  of  respond- 
ent opinion.  Each  question  using  the  Likert  scale  allowed 
for  comments.  This  allows  some  Interpretation  to  reduce 
my  bias  and  will  permit,  by  exception,  discovery  of  unex- 
pected bias  if  the  respondent  through  notes  in  the  comments. 
Due  to  the  specific  nature  of  the  content  of  certain  ques- 
tions, e.g.,  19,  20,  25,  26,  27,  28,  the  format  of  the 
questionnai re  was  modified  to  suit  the  need. 
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Based  on  common  testing  practice  and  the  assistance 
of  Dr.  George  R.  Allen  the  Likert  scale  was  modified  to  an 
even  number  of  choices  to  avoid  central  tendency.  Likewise, 
the  polarity  of  questions  was  reversed  from  time  to  time 
to  insure  that  the  respondent  actually  read  the  question 
and  understood  the  alternatives  available.  This  technique 
avoids  the  "automatic  mode"  where  the  respondent  reads  the 
first  few  questions  - sees  that  he  is  selecting  a given  box 
(e.g.,  2nd  box  from  left),  and  proceedes  to  complete  several 
portions  at  the  same  level. 

No  questionnaires  received  after  30  April  are  included 
in  the  tabulations  although  several  have  been  received.  I 
established  a "cutoff"  in  order  to  develop  cumulative  cal- 
culations. 

The  questionnaire*  was  not  pretested  but  was  thoroughly 
reviewed  (question  by  question)  by  two  D3M3  committees  which 
challenged  both  content  and  format. 

Methods  Used  to  Analyse  Data 

Each  returned  questionnaire  was  interpreted  for  accept- 
ance or  rejection  on  a question- by-question  basis.  Multiple 
responses  were  uniformly  interpreted  as  describing  the  mean 
of  the  indicated  values.  Markings  clearly  made  on  the  lines 
instead  of  within  the  boxes  were  accepted  despite  my  inten- 
tion  to  force  responses  and  avoid  central  tendency.  In  most 
cases,  the  impact  was  slight  in  that  I grouped  the  cumulative 


data  to  conduct  the  calculations  for  hypothesis  testing. 


There  were  three  or  four  respondents  who  misinterpreted 
question  28  and  included  more  information  than  required  or 
repeated  numbers  in  the  selection  process.  I assumed  a mean 
value  where  appropriate.  Similarly,  I allowed  half  values 
in  questions  19  and  20  whenever  two  responses  were  selected 
simultaneously. 

The  demographic  data  were  simultaneously  collected,  ex- 
tracted and  summarized  with  the  questionnaire  itself.  These 
data  are  useful  in  completing  the  profile  although  they  do 
not  directly  impact  the  research  questions. 

As  an  additional  collection  device,  I asked  each  re- 
spondent to  list  the  "five  most  significant  questions"  in 
describing  the  profile  of  a program  manager.  This  is  a con- 
trol device  which  can  be  used  to  eliminate  questions  which 
do  not  receive  "adequate"  response  frequency,  to  weight 
responses,  and  to  reduce  the  size  of  future  questionnaires 
of  similar  design  and  research  content. 

Two  persons  were  used  to  record  frequencies  to  insure 
that  high  accuracy  was  maintained  and  that  consistency  in 
Interpretation  of  responses  was  achieved.  This  provided  a 
"running  audit"  of  responses  as  well  as  useful  division  of 
labor. 

The  data  were  analyzed  mainly  through  use  of  the  Kol- 
mogorov-Smirnov  test  except  for  question  28  which  required 
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a rank  coefficient  test.  The  ranking;  was  achieved  by 
using  both  the  weighting  factors  (numbers  1 through  5) 
and  by  the  total  frequency  of  response.  In  effect,  I used 
the  mean  of  the  weighted  responses  for  each  of  the  eleven 
possibilities  for  one  ranking  and  the  frequencies  of  selec- 
tion for  the  other  ranking  in  order  to  develop  the  measure. 

Appendix  I displays  one  questionnaire  which  contains 
all  the  raw  data  from  which  the  analysis  was  made.  The 
cumulative  data  were  grouped  for  easy  verification  by  the 
reader. 
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CHAP TEH  IV 


MAJOR  RESEARCH  QlJSSTIOi:  (1):  "What  are  the  important  work 

and  education  experiences  a 
Pi:  or  deputy  should  have  in 
preparation  for  managing  mil- 
itary programs?" 

The  first  six  questions  of  the  questionnaire  approach 
this  major  question  from  several  avenues.  Questions  one 
and  two  are  concerned  with  that  relatively  narrow  band  of 
education/training  available  with  direct  application  to 
military  programs.  I intended  simply  to  obtain  a utility 
index  for  directly  applied  schooling.  The  results,  however, 
suggest  that  a large  number  of  respondents  were  not  famil- 
iar enough  with  the  schools  or  their  "products"  to  make  valid 
judgements.  In  fact,  the  highest  frequency  scored  for  any 
part  of  those  two  questions  was  only  113  while  most  of  the 
rest  of  the  study  enjoyed  response  rates  on  the  order  of 
140-lpO.  The  mean  of  the  frequency  rates  for  the  set  was 
only  60.6.  The  questions  appeared  to  evoke  emotional  and 
ethical  responses  in  the  comments  portions  which  dealt  with 
the  manner  in  which  the  'manager  made  assignments  within  the 
program  office,  liven  a broader  experience  base  i . e. , more 
graduates  in  the  field,  the  respondent  would  have  felt  that 
he  were  merely  reporting  events.  As  things  were,  many  re- 
spondents resented  the  questions  which  appeared  to  have  them 
compromise  principle.  Compromise  was  not  Intended,  hence 
questions  should  have  been  carefully  worded  to  evoke  responses 
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regarding  expectations  of  performance,  or  the  questions 
should  have  been  deferred  until  more  graduates  were  in  the 
field . 

In  order  to  simplify  the  analysis,  I chose  to  group 
the  responses  in  subsets  of  two,  orienting  on  the  side  of 
strong  or  moderate  agreement  (or  disagreement);  positions 
5 and  6 on  the  six  part  scale.  The  results  of  the  Kolmo- 
gorov-Smirov  tests  for  questions  one  and  two  are  listed  in 
Appendix  2 with  all  tests. 

The  results  of  la,  lc,  and  Id  indicate  with  a high 
assurance  that  the  respondents  felt  that  the  schools  men- 
tioned were  beneficial.  Each  of  the  parts  of  question  2 
appears  to  be  less  conclusive,  but  based  on  the  relatively 
small  number  of  DSI-1S  graduates  working  in  current  programs, 
that  fact  is  not  surprising.  What  may  be  more  interesting 
is  the  difference  in  service  reactions  to  question  2a  where 
Eavy  responses  accounted  for  11  of  the  13  which  were  in  the 
"strongly  disagree"  column.  Initially,  I felt  that  this 
might  be  explained  by  an  unusually  strong  affinity  for  ex- 
perience and  some  disdain  for  schools,  but  exactly  23  of  6 8 

m o c.  i rutfc  I ^ st^o1  <jlj 

respondents(Mu/y)  strdntjl^  or  di sagreed  with  the  need  for  combat 
experience.  The  answer  appears  to  lie  with  those  11  Navy 
respondents  who  feel  that  DSKS  graduates  do  not  stand  out 
in  productivity.  This  fact  should  be  noted  by  the  school, 
although  the  problem  could  be  variously  defined  as  selection 


methods,  hostility  toward  D3XS,  hostility  with  certain 
graduates,  etc.,  and  speculation  will  not  assist.  Without 
stampeding,  I would  suggest  that  this  matter  be  explored  on 
one  of  the  upcoming  interview  trips.  Because  of  the  non- 
attribution promised,  I cannot  simplify  the  interview  pro- 
cess by  decoding  the  questionnaires  for  the  school.  Instead, 
I recommend  that  the  subject  be  included  in  interviews  in 
a non-hurried  manner.  Perhaps  a problem  will  be  defined  or 
we  may  discover  soon  that  sufficient  graduates  are  in  the 
field  to  eliminate  the  feeling  which  I uncovered. 

Question  3 deals  with  several  kinds  of  experience  which 
might  oe  felt  to  influence  program  managership.  Clearly, 
each  case  exceeds  the  null  hypothesis  except  the  experience 
in  combat  (combatant)  operations.  I feel  that  the  respond- 
ents expressed  a decided  preference  for  mission  oriented 
experience  where  the  mission  was  program  management.  This 
should  not  be  surprising,  but  in  view  of  myths  such  as  "good 
chess  practice  makes  good  military  strategists,"  it  is  re- 
freshing to  note  that  program  managers  and  deputies  cite 
program  experience  and  management  experience  (command)  as 
preferred  preparation  for  management. 

Questions  A and  5 tend  to  address  the  educational  back- 
ground v.  waich  might  be  found  on  a program.  A clear  prefer- 
ence was  shown  for  the  technical/engineering  background,  but 
the  choices  in  question  A were  grouped  so  that  a direct 
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comparison  is  impossible.  Unfortunately,  the  wording  of 
question  4 also  describes  a "technically  complex  program" 
while  question  5 speaks  more  broadly  of  "effective  func- 
tioning as  a program  manager".  The  bias  built  into  the 
questions  coupled  to  the  non  sequltur  already  discussed 
reduce  the  power  cf  the  questions  to  support  the  first  major 
research  question,  but  they  do  add  useful  perspective  to  it. 
In  short,  it  is  useful  to  know  that  program  managers  prefer 
technical/engineering  educational  backgrounds  for  the  job 
of  program  manager. 

The  last  question  of  the  set  (6)  deals  with  the  con- 
cept of  providing  structure  to  the  experience  building  for 
individuals  within  the  program  office,  ho  distinction  was 
made  between  military  and  civilian  participants  in  such  a 
concept.  The  response  was  overwhelming.  Of  the  152  who 
responded  to  the  question,  144  supported  identification  of 
key  positions  in  the  career  progression.  I could  detect  no 
bias  in  my  wording  or  the  comments  from  respondents,  hence 
this  appears  to  be  a strong  expression  of  a collective  de- 
sire fer  structure  and  clarity  in  the  career  area.  I sug- 
gest that  if  a clearly  defined  progression  were  available 
as  a model  for  program  managers,  we  would  all  better  under- 
stand the  preparation  or  building  phase  . ' . This 

study  cannot  hope  to  justify  the  actual  identification 
of  those  positions,  but  it  does  make  a strong  case  for 


14 


addressing  the  concept  as  a problem  area  - by  commanders, 
personnel  managers,  and  by  the  program  managers  themself e 
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CHAPTER  V 

MAJOR  RESEARCH  QUESTION  (2):  "How  do  program  managers  and 

deputies  perceive  program 
management? " 

This  question  is  further  broken  down  into  seven  com- 
ponents as  listed  below: 

"Do  these  managers  perceive  program  management 
as: 

a.  Important  and  providing  responsibility 
(questions  6,  7,  and  8), 

b.  Satisfying  (questions  9c  and  10), 

c.  Providing  recognition  (question  9), 

d.  Providing  growth  (questions  11  and  12), 

e.  Providing  achievement  (question  9d), 

f.  Challenging  and  providing  responsibility 
(questions  21,  22,  23  and  24)? 

This  set  of  seven  questions  with  several  subsets  was 
intended  tc  probe  some  vital  elements  of  manager  motivation. 
Using  the  motivation  theory  of  Dr.  Frederick  Herzberg  as  a 
springboard,  I attempted  to  get  additional  information  which 
describes  the  job. 

Question  6 demonstrates  strong  support  for  clear  career 
progression  as  outlined  under  first  research  question.  This 
also  indicates  that  the  managers  also  see  that  the  job  is 
important  enough  to  be  delineated. 

Question  7 deals  directly  with  the  question  of  a career 
field  for  military  program  managers.  In  fact  84  of  148 
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respondents  were  In  strong  or  moderately  strong  support. 
Again,  we  can  be  assured  that  this  expresses  the  opinion 
of  the  respondents  within  99  ' confidence  limits. 

Question  9 is  a similar  probe  except  that  it  deals 
with  civilian  program  management  careers.  The  responses 
arc  statistically  significant  such  as  7 above  (100  of  193 
strongly  or  moderately  disagreed). 

Question  Qa  indicates  high  initial  recognition  and, 
not  incidentally,  a healthy  self-esteem.  Cf  the  152  re- 
spondents, 08  considered  the  selection  of  program  managers 
as  a highly  selective  or  moderately  highly  selective  pro- 
cess. 

Question  9b  indicates  that  only  1'  respondents  felt 
that  the  selection  to  become  a program  manager  was  actively 
avoided  during  the  process.  Ehis  indicates  that  there  was 
some  difference  of  opinion  among  the  respondents  but  that 
the  degree  of  aversion  was  not  especially  high.  In  addi- 
tion, we  can  surmise  that  over  one  third  of  the  respondents 
were  relatively  indifferent,  i_.  e. , that  they  neither  sought 
nor  avoided  the  assignment. 

i. early  two  thirds  of  the  respondents  in  9c  felt  that 
the  assignment  was  highly  desirable  or  moderately  highly  de- 
sirable. This,  in  addition  to  being  statistically  signifi- 
cant indicates  a high  degree  of  satisfaction  with  the  Job. 
The  source  of  that  satisfaction  is  not  defined  by  the  ques- 
tion, but  other  portions  of  the  profile  will  assist  us  in 
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measuring-  the  growth,  achievement,  recognition  and  re- 
sponsibility which  might  have  contributed  to  that  satis- 
faction. 

In  question  9d,  over  half  of  the  respondents  felt 
that  this  selection  was  very  important  or  moderately  very 
important  to  their  careers.  I feel  this  gives  a clear 
mandate  for  indicating  achievement  satisfaction  by  program 
managers  and  their  deputies.  Again,  this  was  statistically 
significant. 

Question  10  was  another  broad  measure  of  job  satis- 
faction. A convincing  96  of  151  respondents  would  recommend 
this  assignment  either  moderately  actively  or  most  actively. 

In  question  eleven  however,  the  null  hypothesis  appears 
to  be  supported.  In  effect,  this  is  a measure  of  growth 
felt  by  the  managers  and  no  group  opinion  was  generated. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  highest  frequency  hap- 
pened to  fall  in  the"very  bad"  - "moderately  very  bad"  category 
which  may  indicate  a potential  problem  source.  According 
to  Herzberg's  theory  of  motivation,  managers  seek  growth. 

If  the  field  of  program  management  does  not  provide  it  or 
if  that  is  the  perception  of  the  managers,  then  an  important 
motivation  is  absent.  Promotion  is  only  one  measure  of 
growth,  however  it  is  the  most  easily  recognized  - espe- 
cially in  the  military. 

Similarly  in  question  12,  the  respondents  felt  that 
promotion  (growth)  was  disadvantaged,  in  that  22  of  48 
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respondents  chose  "very  bad"  or  "moderately  very  bad"  to 
describe  it.  This  distribution,  however,  was  not  statis- 
tically significant  to  the  99;'  confidence  level  which  will 
remain  my  measure.  Perhaps  this  result  is  consistent  with 
the  desire  for  structure  in  career  progression  (question  6). 

Questions  21  and  22  deal  with  the  challenge  and  re- 
sponsibility of  program  management.  In  both  cases,  the 
respondents  overwhelmingly  indicated  that  a program  manager 
should  both  challenge  and  be  responsible.  Surely  this  aspect 
of  Herzberg's  motivation  is  present  and  positive.  The  data 
are  statistically  significant. 

Question  23  also  deals  with  responsibility  although 
some  bias  can  be  detected  in  the  careful  qualifying  language 
of  the  "obligation",  nevertheless , the  results  are  impres- 
sive with  122  of  147  respondents  indicating  strong  or  mod- 
erately strong  agreement. 

Question  24  is  a measure  of  responsibili ty  in  the  sense 
that  the  respondent  could  indicate  whether  he  was  master  of 
his  own  fate.  Obviously  the  null  hypothesis  of  an  even  dis- 
tribution should  be  challenged  here.  One  might  expect  a 
close  grouping  around  the  center.  It  is  difficult  to  in- 
terpret responses  on  the  outside  of  the  distribution  but 
these  clustered  about  the  mean  appear  to  indicate  that  the 
managers  felt  fully  responsible  for  their  programs  (success 
or  failure).  In  effect,  this  tends  to  follow  Herzberg's 


theory  and  "qualifies"  responsibility  as  a strong  moti- 
vator for  most  senior  managers  in  major  programs. 


CHAPTER  71 


..AJCll  IbS -AaCII  QJ-uoTIOi:  (3):  "Tnich  common  performance 

abilities  are  perceived  as 
most  important  by  pror-ram 
managers  and  deputies?" 

Question  2d  addresses  this  research  question  in  some 
depth.  .here  can  be  no  way  to  completely  satisfy  this 
question  because  of  the  wide  inputs  which  might  be  expected 
and  because  of  the  interpretations  of  the  word  "ability." 
Three  of  tne  respondents  added  the  characteristic  "integrity" 
to  the  list.  four  added  "decisiveness."  Three  added  "tech- 
nical ability."  "ndoufctedly  these  are  factors  which  should 
be  considered  although  I tend  to  place  all  but  "technical 
ability"  in  the  category  of  personal  traits.  A greater 
shortcouin : of  the  question  lies  in  its  failure  to  more  fully 
Integrate  "leadership"  or  "management  of  people,"  into  the 
abilities  list.  Several  of  the  abilities  specified  in  2u 
do  contribute  to  "leadership"  or  "management  of  people,"  but 
the  question,  as  worded,  dees  not  include  a single  choice 
which  integrates  the  concept.  eleven  respondents  suggested 
adding  "leadership"  or  "management  of  people"  to  the  list. 
Clearly,  this  should  have  been  addressed  despite  the  diffi- 
culties which  may  have  accrued  due  to  the  emotional  impact 
of  the  word  "leadership."  Given  the  problem  of  establish- 
ing constraints,  I chose  to  do  so  in  a way  which  would  per- 
mit expression  by  the  respondent  to  examine  where  constraints 
may  have  been  too  restrictive.  I feel  that  this  technique 
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qualifies  the  sphere  of  validity,  hut  it  does  not  restrict 
it  excessively. 

In  order  to  analyze  the  data,  I used  the  technique  of 
rank  coefficient  employing  both  the  frequency  of  selection 
and  the  weighting  of  the  selection  (one  through  five  with 
"1"  assumed  more  important  than  "5.") 

The  Spearman  rank  coefficient  calculated  was  positive 
(.363).  The  ?9"  confidence  interval  would  place  the  co- 
efficient within  the  limits  of  +.810  to  +.916.  All  this 
indicates  high  positive  agreement  among  the  respondents 
as  to  their  actual  relative  ranking.  lome  objection  may 
be  offered  based  on  the  fact  that  I did  not  require  re- 
spondents to  rank  ail  11  variables.  I felt  that  with  a 
relatively  lar~e  number  of  respondents  (154-),  very  little 
difference  in  effect  could  have  been  produced  by  requiring 
ranking  of  all  variables  except  that  more  respondents  would 
have  become  discouraged  from  completing  the  question. 

Eased  on  the  a-  biguity  associated  with  determining  critical 
abilities,  I feel  that  the  correlation  achieved  is  both 
adequate  and  significant.  It  appears  to  be  consistant 
with  or  better  than  most  social  studies  correlations. 

As  a side  note,  if  these  criteria  are  critical  in 
successful  performance  as  alluded,  we  should  probably  con- 
sider evaluating  managers  by  similar  criteria.  Four  of 
five  elements  were  ranked  within  the  first  five  both 
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through  frequency  and  through  the  weighted  average  of 
the  ordinal  number  applied  by  respondents.  The  follow- 
ing table  (in  published  order)-5'  summarizes  the  question: 


Legend;  A = Ability  to  write  well . . . 

K = Ability  to  identify  problems 
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#3aw  data  are  available  in  Appendix  3 
As  the  reader  examines  the  findings,  he  should  note 
that  the  "ability  to  identify  problems"  holds  the  highest 
priority  while  "ability  to  apply  regulations  and  procedures" 
is  clearly  last  in  priority.  I feel  strongly  that  this 
should  be  noted  in  ;]ob  experience,  education/training  and 
in  evaluation.  Similarly,  we  should  order  other  abilities 
in  priority  sequence  and  weight  these  factors  when  evaluat- 
ing managers.  The  question  as  to  whether  or  not  this  is 
done  in  practice  would  make  an  excellent  study  in  itself. 
There  is  information  available  from  officer  evaluation  re- 
ports, fitness  reports,  school  grading/evaluation  systems, 

curricula,  even  teaching  techniques,  performance  counseling 
checklists,  etc . 
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In  brief,  this  question  successfully  demonstrates 
a preference  listing  which  can  be  refined  by  adding  more 
alternatives  or  changing  and  adjusting  the  alternatives 
already  present.  Perhaps  'leadership"  should  be  added  - 
perhaps  not.  If  we  are  considering  evaluation  of  the  per- 
formance, however  I would  recommend  that  "leadership"  per 
se  not  be  included  because  it  is  not  directly  measurable. 
Me  can  measure  the  "ability  to  identify  problems,"  or  liver 
all  communication  skills  ability, *etc . , as  they  appear  in 
the  question.  A dedicated  aanager  or  educator  can  develop 
the  subjective  and  objective  measures  to  complete  the  feed 
back  circuit.  The  message  is  clear  that  we  should  look  to 
performance  criteria  rather  than  leadership  traits  because 
they  are  more  meaningful,  mere  easily  measured,  and  less 
ambiguous.  They  are  more  meaningful  because  they  are  ori- 
ented on  the  mission  achievement.  '"hey  are  more  easily 
measured  because  both  subjective  and  objective  goals  can 
be  set  by  the  evaluator  and  evaluated.  They  are  less  am- 
biguous in  the  sense  that  most  managers  will  define  the 
terras  similarly.  In  the  trait  approach,  what  one  manager 
perceives  as  "decisiveness,"  another  may  see  as  "lack  of 
cooperation, " or  "lack  of  loyalty."  Milestones  can  be 
applied  to  performance  (substantiated  subjective  opinion). 
Opinion  with  regard  to  traits  is  nearly  impossible  to  sub- 
s tantiate . 
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CHAPTER  VII 


HAJOE  H-.-3RA.RCri  QUSSTIC..  (4):  "'.That  is  the  predominant 

preference  for  directive 

or  narticipative  manage- 
ment?" 

"ndoubtedly  this  will  be  the  no st  controversial  portion 
of  ;y  study.  Let  me  preface  any  description  by  stating 
that  I have  tried  carefully  to  avoid  a value  Judgement  on 
the  direction  of  the  preference.  Let  me  suggest  that  the 
preferential  style  would  be  affected  by  such  factors  as 
ti  ..c  available  ( nro  gram  phase,  etc.}.  The  style  might  in 
turn  affect  other  factors  such  as  the  iwagi nativeness  demon- 
strated by  a staff.  In  this  research  question,  I am  lerely 
trying  to  find  out  what  the  state  of  nature  is  - not  suggest 
ways  to  change.  As  the  individual  questions  are  unfolded, 
the  reader  will  see  that  no  single  profile  stands  out.  Per- 
haps this  should  reduce  any  controversy  which  develops. 

Question  13  is  a question  where  I anticipated  no  group 
opinion  or  perhaps  a tendency  toward  central  responses. 
However,  89  of  153  respondents  felt  strongly  or  moderately 
strongly  in  disagreement  with  the  proposal  of  more  civilian 
program  managers.  This  is  statistically  significant  and 
indicates  a "directive"  nature.  The  strength  would  increase 
if  the  civilian  respondents  were  deleted  from  the  sample. 


Question  15  was  a broad  question  which  related  to  add- 
ing civilians  in  general.  The  distribution  here  appears  to 
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be  near  predicted  although  there  is  some  grouping  toward 
the  center,  it  is  not  'within  9 9%  confidence  Units.  This 
state  of  nature  could  easily  reflect  the  differing  program 
needs  and  appears  to  have  no  relationship  to  management 
style . 

Question  16  indicates  a preponderant  perception  that 
pro gra. i/project  staffs  are  imaginative.  Of  14-  respondents, 
92  felt  their  staffs  were  imaginative  or  moderately  imagina- 
tive. The  null  hypothesis  is  strongly  rejected  and  a par- 
ticipative climate  is  indicated  by  a large  number  of  man- 
agers . 

Similarly,  question  17  is  statistically  significant  in 
that  an  extremely  small  number  of  respondents  felt  their 
staffs  needed  "much  direction"  or  "moderately  much  direction. 
There  was  some  central  grouping  and  a rather  large  number 
(46)  felt  that  their  staffs  needed  moderately  little  direc- 
tion. Again,  a participative  climate  is  indicated  by  the 
distribution  of  responses,  but  it  is  mainly  a rejection  of 
overdirection.  This  is  an  important  differentiation  in  de- 
scribinr  the  collective  management  style.  The  acceptance  of 
"little  direction"  or  "moderately  little  direction"  is  not 
statistically  significant  although  the  distribution  is  slight 
ly  higher  than  the  expectation. 

Question  13  Indicates  a strong  directive  approach  with 
135  of  151  respondents  generally  indicating  that  the  PJ’  sets 
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goals  with  the  advice  of  his  staff.  This  would  appear  to 
indicate  that  staff  participation  in  organizational  goal 
setting  is  restricted.  One  nay  properly  ask,  "Is  that  in- 
consistent with  the  other  finding  which  po  int  to  a partici- 
pative climate?"  The  answer  is  "probably  not."  In  other 
words,  it  is  entirely  possible  that  many  P!Is  feel  comfort- 
able in  setting  organizational  goals  - because  of  role  dif- 
f erentiation,  tine  constraints  or  even  superior  knowledge. 

Question  19  indicates  a strong  preference  for  perceiv- 
ing potential  confLict  as  distributive.  .his  is  characteris- 
tic of  a directive  climate  but  also  it  is  often  a part  of 
the  program  environment  where  external  forces  ( e . . . budget 
cuts)  set  ip  a distributive  climate  almost  automatically. 

The  choice  (a)  is  statistically  significant. 

Cf  132  respondents,  72  describe  a distributive  charac- 
teristic with  respect  to  potential  conflict.  nhls  approach 
to  conflict  (distributive)  is  characteristic  of  some  direc- 
tive climates,  ether  directive  climates  can  be  found  where 
even  the  possibility  of  conflict  can  precipitate  an  addition- 
al directive.  "There  will  be  no  conflict."  The  latter 
approach  appears  to  be  less  realistic  since  it  may  well  lead 
to  passive  aggression  which  is  usually  more  difficult  to 
control  than  conflict. 

Question  20  indicates  a strong  preponderance  for  "brush 
fire"  type  operators.  It  is  difficult  to  believe  that  62 
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of  134-  respondents  reflected  identical  program  chases.  In 
effect,  I suggest  that  the  perception  of  "short  fuse"  de- 
cisions helos  create  a directive  climate  - regardless  of 
the  validity  of  the  perception  or  the  real  cause  of  the 
si tuaticn. 

In  summary,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  a predominant 
preference  for  directive  or  participative  management  but  the 
tendency  toward  one  style  or  the  other  is  strongly  influenced 
by  the  environment.  It  would  also  appear  that  the  type  of 
decision  nay  influence  the  climate.  Ihe  two  factors  may 
well  be  complementary  although  this  study  is  not  cross  corre- 
lated to  select  "hirrh  directive  profiles"  and  compare  their 
responses  to  "high  participative  nrofiles."  Considerable 
data  are  available,  but  the  scope  of  correlations  is  expo- 
nential to  a single  cumulative  study. 
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Summary  of  Consents 

Question  29  was  intended  to  serve  as  an  additional 
priority  listing  of  the  important  questions  to  ask  and  it 
further  was  viewed  as  a template  to  cut  down  the  length  of 
future  iterations  of  any  similar  questionnaire. 

Che  five  most  crucial  questions  according  to  frequency 
areas  listed  below: 


Crder 

F 2H 

estion  Ho. 

Topic 

1 

(87) 

3 

Job  experience  factors 

2 

(86) 

28 

Performance  abilities 

( 51) 

22 

.'"anager  challenging  valid- 
ity of  requirements 

4 

(49) 

9 

Selection  process 

5 

(41) 

23 

Cancellation  recommenda- 
tion 

The  entire  frequency  list  appears  in  Appendix  4 without 
topic  description  or  ordering.  It  should  be  clear  from  the 
table  above  that  experiences  and  performance  are  stressed 
and  that  from  questions  2?  and  23  that  a "yes  man"  approach 
is  shunned.  It  should  also  be  interesting  to  note  that  the 
selection  process  drew  much  attention  but  that  tenure  on  the 
Job  got  no  responses.  I feel  that  question  29  provides  in- 
ternal corroboration  and  consistency  to  the  other  findings 
of  the  study. 


I 

4 


29 


In  questions  25  and  26  I attempted  to  get  some  measure 
of  what  managers  felt  assignment  periods  were  - versus  what 
they  should  he.  The  data  are  grouped  in  summary  in  Appendix 
5.  I did  not  perform  a Kolmogorov- Smirnov  test  on  these 
data  because  I arbitrarily  established  year  groups  and  may 
have  biased  any  test  of  that  sort.  The  summary  of  desired 
tenure  versus  expected  tenure  is  described  below: 

0-1S  mo s 19  nos- 3 1 yrs>3.1^5;  >5-m 

-?25  (desired)  0 h~2  90  28" 

•26  (expected)  7 63  59  29 

This  indicates  that  expected  tenure  is  shorter  than 
desired  tenure  in  several  cases,  but  the  shift  is  not  un- 
reasonable in  scone  and  the  frequency  for  long  tenure  ( > 51 
years)  is  similar  in  both  cases.  By  way  of  explanation  I 
interpreted  ''duration  of  program"  as  greater  than  5-v  years 
for  the  purposes  of  this  analysis. 

In  question  27  I tried  to  get  qualifying  information 
which  might  hint  at  experience  and  education  which  has  proven 
helpful  to  managers.  Although  these  results  are  difficult 
to  quantify,  some  trends  did  develop. 

Unfortunately,  because  of  the  'free  responsd'  aspect  of 
of  the  question,  much  of  the  interpretation  nay  be  challenged. 
However  I feel  that  the  following  few  items  would  be  agreed 
to  by  nearly  anyone  else.  The  first  three  schools  in  order 
of  preference  were:  D3MS  (f=38);  2)  Graduate  Business/ 
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Management  School  (f  = 21);  and  3)  the  Industrial  College 
of  the  Armed  Forces  (f  - 17).  She  first  three  assignments 
in  order  of  preference  were:  1)  Fro  '*ran/F  reject  Office 
(f  - 28);  2)  Cperations/Command  (f  = 1 S ) ; and  3)  Procure- 
ment (f  = 16).  2 l-  D experience  was  a close  fourth  with 

f n 14.  "'any  respondents  expressed  satisfaction  with  their 
preparation.  Overall  it  seemed  clear  that  the  respondents 
knew  what  they  needed  but  that  perhaps  due  to  the  vatiety 
of  programs  and  assignments  within  these  programs  that  the 
question  was  superfluous.  It  tends  to  support  other  ques- 
tions regarding  education  and  experience.  I would  rewrite 
that  question  to  make  it  more  usable  in  format,  however. 

The  response  rate  was  so  low  or.  question  14  that  no 
valid  conclusion  can  be  drawn  from  it. 


CHAPTER  IX 


su:::ary  aas  suggrstiors  ?c r 

ADDI 21 ORAL  RESEARCH 
_Ju  .gary  and  Conclusions 

The  study  was  a valuable  exercise  for  ae  to  view  pro- 
gram managers.  I addressed  the  research  questions  through 
a behavioral/educational  outlook  and  the  responses  were,  on 
the  whole,  usable  and  easily  understood,  perhaps  no  "great 
truth"  was  unearthed  and  yet  program  managers  and  deputies 
do  hold  some  group  perceptions  which  must  be  accounted  for 
in  preparation  for  those  higher  assignments  in  weapons 
acqui si tion. 

The  study  helped  me  to  understand  program  managers  but 
It  will  also  assist  anyone  who  'works  in  the  education  or 
training  of  those  entering  program  management.  I commend  it 
to  career  and  personnel  planners  so  that  perhaps  the  prob- 
lem of  career  progression  can  be  addressed.  I commend  it 
to  the  staff  and  faculty  at  D3'!S  because  it  will  help  them 
continue  to  keep  an  eye  on  relevcnce  in  the  classroom.  It 
may  also  give  hints  at  the  priority  of  performance  factors 
which  should  be  used  in  establishing  an  educational  system 
and  evaluating  that  system  and  the  people  in  it  ( students, 
staff  and  faculty). 

I would  personally  enjoy  a curriculum  study  which 
builds  upon  the  perceptions  highlighted  in  this  study.  I 
would  especially  like  to  deepen  my  st idy  in  the  area  of 
refining  the  priorities  determined  for  abilities  associated 
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with  performance  and  the  techniques  for  evaluation  in  an 
academic  environment.  Perhaos  the  pertinent  question  is 
''How  can  vie  best  create  a relevent  performance  environment 
in  a school?" 

r’he  coals  of  .ay  study  were  met  within  an  abridged 
scope.  I have  sufficient  data  for  comparing  perceptions  of 
subgroups  Army,  Air  Force,  Davy  both  as  Program  Managers  and 
Deputies.  If  I expand  the  scope,  these  comparisons  will 
absorb  my  immediate  attention.  I will  then  broaden  the  scope 
as  discussed  above,  but  I feel  compelled  to  use  all  the  data 
I now  have  before  creating  more. 

As  a final  caution,  the  profile  must  be  seen  in  context. 

""here  is  no  stereotyped  program  manager  - although  these 
managers  may  have  some  oerceptions  in  common.  I am  confi- 
dent that  this  study  will  generate  more  questions  than  it 
answers,  but  oerhaps  we  learn  ..lore  from  the  search  than  the 
discovery. 
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Indicate  your  preference  by  a check  of  "x"  in  the  appropriate  block  on 
the  scales  indicated  below.  Write  in  any  additional  comments  you  wish 
to  make  or  examples  you  may  care  to  cite  in  the  space  below  each  question. 

1.  a.  I have  attended  the  ten-week  DWSMC  course  at  Wright-Patterson 
AFB,  Ohio,  and  it  benefited  me  in  my  program  management  assignments. 


f rl  Oe  ncnj 

Strongly 
■ Disagrg£ 

1 3 

5 T 
1 

I ^ 

McP*A*rc 

1 10 

Strongly 

|flgree/V  | 

.orn \J  LftTu/c 
© OCMCAl 

1 ^ 

J & 

(d 

I ' o 

;!  2-^0 

J Lt 1 

b.  I have  attended  the  twenty-week  Program  Management  Course  at 
Fort  Bel  voir,  Virginia,  and  it  benefited  me  on  my  program  management 
assignment. 


Strongly  “ Strongly 

r>  • AflMAA 


3 

Di  sagree 

o 

o 

3 

/ 

Agree 

(Lexers  vj  CpiTWC  1 
q oc. 

/ 

/ 

/ 

*■/ 

1 

b 

c.  I attended  the  three-week  Executive  Refresher  Course  at  Fort 
Bel  voir,  Virginia,  and  it  benefited  me  in  my  program  management 
assignment. 


Strongly 
Disagree,  • 

i 

Strongly 

iS9ree/a-  | 

C i)t£t sK  ci 

1 ° 

3 

0 

“ L 1 -T- 

Cc  VCLATlUtr 

/ 1 

3 

1 3 

b 

/V 

1 V 1 

Ot 

Comments : 

7 

d.  Courses  of  this  nature  are  not  a 

significant 

factor  in 

preparation 

for  program  management. 

Strongly 

X It 

Strongly 

f 10  Our  S 

Disagree 

r n i 

S 1 

b 

i fl9reL  i 

Qc  . .7c  LflTl  l IE  | 

11 

10  t | 

/O  7 

1 //3  1 

Comments: 

1 
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How  many  personnel  in  your  program  office  have  attended  the  twenty-week 
Program  Manager  Course  (PMC)  at  the  Defense  Systems  Management  School? 

No.  of  Military  

No.  of  Civilians 


a.  PMC  graduates  are  more  productive  than  hon-attendees : 

Strongly  j 3 

Aaree  


Lum  u 

Fkcq  ucnc  7 


Comments : 


Strongly 

Disagree 


b.  Compared  to  non-attendees,  I would  put  PMC  graduates  in  more 
important  program  office  positions: 


Strongly 

Aaree 


Strongly 
Di saaree 


C O/n  uJfijThJt: 
■Fte&yue  AJty 


Comments : 


c.  I give  the  tougher  tasks  to  my  PMC  graduates  in  my  organization: 


ISM  C 


/=7?*fp  oe sj<-  y 


Almost 


Never  g*' 


J L 

Comments : 


Almost 


Always^ 


£ 9 


d.  Compared  to  non-attendees,  I accept  the  recommendations  of  my  PMC 
graduates : 


fce&UizM  CV 


domut-ATtykr 


Almost 

Never 


omments 


Tb  1 3 


2-°1  I bO 


Almost 

Always 


3.  For  my  present  job,  I feel  that  prior  experience  is  required: 


a.  In  combatant  operations. 


Strongly 

fce0t/e*icfT*greeJ2 1 
^'jmjuwue  f n 0 

r*±<P  I Comments: 


Strongly 

D^s^gree 

/S~/ 


b.  In  support  of  combat  operations. 


Strongly  f 

£ r^o^cj  |ft^V7-r3fe 

| a 7 fcV 

Pf?L$>U i? y 'Comments : 

«2.r 


Zb 

3b  ~T  ^ 


/OXs 


Strongly 

Disagree 


rXOL,  1 J3$  1/5 


JEl  T*ue#c.y 

O.L.n  utATii/e:  a 

f&E*J  Ob fdc^  Comments 


c.  In  a command  position. 
Strongly 

I Agree  40  I 3 4-  I 


Strongly 

Disagree 


/«/a  T /j 


d.  As  a manager  of  a small  program  office. 


Strongly 

n&pUEMC^  | Agree ,30  j 

C wiiLft? uet  I 3o  I no 

frttcJU  £dc<J  Comments: 


0.3 
A3  7 


/3 

/6"D 


/ 'LVCEfilC'J 


tc  rwurn/f  1 ft • 

FpE $ UE'VC y Comments  : 


e.  In  a program  office. 

Strongly  , 

Agree  — 
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f.  In  a laboratory  or  functional  area  in  support  of  a program  office. 
Strong  Strong 


, Advantage 

37 

— j 

Disadvantage . 

CumoUvvt 

F#,£QUtrti<M 

l X! 

3* 

w f 

m 

/V  3 

1 

Comments : 

7Fi 


4.  A manager  with  a college  degree  in  fields  such  as  liberal  arts,  law, 
accounting,  business,  etc.  could  manage  a technically  complex  program. 

Strongly  o Strongly 

. nican»*QQ  a 


fKEQ\}t/4td 

Lnsaaree 

31 

36 

/<? 

3<X 

jr  A9ree  >o  | 

dumUmtoe1 

3 / 

tot 

frC 

!L± 

/39  1 

Fg£(?0en<-  y 

Comments : 

□ 

5.  A technical/engineering  degree  is  essential  to  effective  functioning 


fkt-OUi=A)C4\ 

as  a program  manager. 
Strongly 

fl9reeJ7  1 V3  i 

2_ 

r 

Strongly 

JA  I H«gree/<3  . 

QM<rfOLATlU0 

<2-7  1 70 

<7/ 

Uto 

/3r  1 /‘Z?' 

Comments : 

L 

IX  91. 


6.  Key  executive  (line)  and  key  functional  (staff)  assignments  in  the 

materiel  acquisition  process  should  be  identified  as  career  steps  for  those 
who  would  opt  to  become  a program  manager: 

Stronrly  Strongly 


fki-'<pUl=AjCU 

Support^ 

1 ^ 

4T 

3 

1 Discourage  . 

CdmuA/ff/vt: 

-7lio 

I 

~~WT~ 

I /ro- 1 

fee.  yOi- 

Comments : 

b3u 
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7.  A program  management  career  field  for  military  officer  is  needed: 


FkequexcA 

(UiMUlAWJC  1 


Strongly 

Discourage. 

N 1 

/3  1 

31  _ 

| 3<r 

Strongly 
Support  , 

1 -L>.  1 

k*>  1 

^ 1 



I 'OZ, 

>'&  1 

8.  A career  field  in  program  management  for  civilians  is  not  needed: 


h -CUtTHCd 

Strongly 
j Agree  7 f 

. /S' 

/S'  | 

/ 6 

4 9 

Strongly  / 

I Disairsq-- 

(UinfiOkn  77i/r 

1 7 1 

«a  a. 

37  J 

/03* 

1 'S&l 

Comments : 

/Sb 

9. 

Would  you 

describe  the 

selection 

to  become  a program  manager: 

A Highly 

Selective 

Process 

J 4&_ 

| oi3 

Not  a 

Highly 

Selective 

1 7 1/6  I Process^. 

U'VM/mtSf’ 
Ft  -$>(/£  AlCyj*- 

1 Vfc 

1 n 

1 /oU 

1 /J/  1 NV  1 /s-ju  1 

Comments : 

f»  pvEAF  y 

Actively 

Sought^ 

41  1 94 

c 

^ / 
r //  n 

' Actively 
r— Avoided  w . 

ax 

tol  \ //  3 

/af 

/y  a/ 

/41  1 

Comments : 

Highly 

Desit^le 

IV1/  I 33- 

/ 

c 

S'  n 

3/  7 

r 7 i 

73 

/ Not  Highly 
— Desirable  . 

o2_/  1 

C/jmiAft tw?T 
f,  ' 

97  1 /J-7 

/37 

/76 

W?  1 

Comments : 

Very  Imports 
to  your  Car 
tUi— 

ant  < 

ier  JV  1 3^"  ~~ 

A3? 

L 3 

L n \ (t  1 

Very  Unimportant 
, to  your  Career 

! 1 

Ct  VULffldh.  | 

F&pi/t/vcy 

_ n 

8Vl>  1 / / 7 

^7 

! /y  6 

ts?  t 

Comments : 

wo 
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10.  Would  you  recommend  assignment  in  the  program  management  field  to  your 
peers  and  juniors? 


Recommend 

|A9ainSt^ 
(lurn  cuyti  | £ 

ffepveNCy  Comments: 


~3 


Most 


iT  . 

/oL 

| 3r 

40 

.^lively 

Sr 

4o 

! 
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11.  Compared  to  command  assignments  held  by  your  peers,  how  would  you 
rate  your  chances  for  promotion  to  the  next  higher  grade? 
(MILITARY  ONLY) 


|Very  Go^d 

/ oL. 

1 

'v, 

1 

/ 

1 /f 

i VeryJ,ad  n 

/ 

p 

(ulinO/JMIQT 

, i /t  / 

4X 

1 V 7 

L '2k 

J * — * 

s (fr 

nifcifotzHt  y 

Comments : 

12.  Compared  to  assignments  outside  the  program  office  (e.g.,  in  the 
functional  directorates  of  a major  command  such  as  research  and 
development,  procurement,  etc.),  how  would  you  rate  your  chances 
for  promotion  to  the  next  higher  grade?  (CIVILIAN  ONLY) 


f\  , ' . , . 1.  . 

| Very 

|_£ 

1 <7 

4 

<r 

, Very  .Good  , 

1 4 f 

FtfLqOtfHCyj 

L-  -14 

! 3 / 

3 £ 

44 

T dW  I 

Comments : 

13. 

More  programs 

should 

be  managed  by 

civi 1 ian 

program  managers. 

Ff\EQUEric4  I 

Strongly 
Agree^  . 

/S" 

1 /3u 

f-/ 

Strongly  / 

OUmu/JWfc 

FXeQOETNCy  « 

7rt 

=2  7 

1 

717  TV  ~T“7r£  H 

Comments : 

i 

/S' 

Select  the  item  which  best  describes  pot ent  al  conflict  situations. 

a.  Distributive  (e.g.,  what  engineering  department  gains,  configura- 
tion control  department  loses). 

b.  Integrative  (compromise  where  nobody  loses). 

c.  We  allow  no  conflict  situations  to  develop. 

Comments : 

Circle  the  item  which  best  describes  the  majority  of  decisions  in 
your  program. 

a.  Long  lead  time  - Short  implementation  period 

b.  Long  lead  time  - Long  implementation  period 

c.  Short  lead  time  - Short  implementation  period 

d.  Short  lead  time  - Long  implementation  period 
Comments : 


14.  If  you  believe  that  more  civilians  should  be  assigned  as  program 
managers,  what  types  of  programs  should  they  be  placed  in  charge 
of? 


15.  If  you  could  expand  .''our  personnel  base,  would  you  add  mostly 
civi 1 ians? 


C.uA/loLAW(r 


Disagree 
• Strongly^ 

r3j) 

. .40  “ 

(—  SIS 

/ 

do ; r 

i Agree 
.-Strongly^ 

1 2l 

so 

8~o 

/o  ci 

/3  q 

| 

Comments : 

*5 

L 

'Y 

t 

16.  How  would  you  describe  your  program/project  staff? 


EB£(^W^FL 


Clom  vLt\notr 
FiLgl} 0 £ kJC y Comments  : 


Imaginative 

3-te- 


3 ip 


S/p 


FL 
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JL 

/3Z 


^ 

^ T y/V 


Uni magi  native 

.5- 


/9Jj 


17.  How  much  direction  does  your  staff  require? 


CumuL/m\ftF 

FeeQOEvcy 


Much 

. Directior^, 

/S' 

/ 

3 a*  "n 

% 

r 3c 

S&  1 

Little 
Direction  . 
/ it  | 

L_ 

9) 

> 37 

/yj 

Comments : 
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18.  Organization  goals  within  your  program/project  office  are  set: 


ffepO/TAJC  y 
CuMl>lAru/£r 


Only  by  PM 
with  Advice 
of  Staff 


c2 . 


S' 


0 


Only  by 

Staff 

Supported 
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I S3 
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. by  PM  / 

1 3& 

| /35T 

| 

| /S*i 
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Comments : 
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23.  If  a program  manager  is  convinced  that  his  program  will  not  meet  stated 
requirements,  he  is  obligated  to  state  the  costs  (technical  performance, 
schedule  & dollars)  to  complete  as  well  as  to  recommend  cancellation  to 
the  decision  maker. 


'fir*  ... 


Strongly 

preeVx  j 


1 


if 


Strongly 
Hi  sacjree^ 


F Comments : 


jZL^L  I 


3 


i ~5>  Cj 


I to 


24.  How  do  you  perceive  your  responsibility  for  program  success/failure? 

Only  Only 

Responsible  /c  Respons 


3pl7fT  A/  CvJ 

for  Success 
S'-  _ 

- WLl 

/ 

fo£  Failure  . 

X\cLl\TMJlt 

- -1 

35' 

/3a- 

/33 

Ill 

Comments : 

25.  How  long'  ^ you  think  a program  manager  should  be  in  his  job?  

26.  What  do  you  :t  your  tenure  as  program  manager  to  be?  Yrs. 


27.  Had  you  an  opportun 
what  you  now  know, 
civilian  courses  of  i 

Assignments 


to  groom  yourself  for  your  job,  and  !•  nowing 
of  assignments  and  what  military  and 
, on  would  have  benefited  you  the  most? 

School s 


Yrs . 
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28.  Select  five  of  the  following  abilities  in  order  of  their  importance 
in  successful  performance  as  a program  manager.  Rank  them  using  #1 
for  the  most  important  criterion  and  #5  for  the  last  of  your 
selections. 

Ra n k i n g 

i nn  Ability  to  write  well  and  present  complex  issues  clearly. 


^ S\  Ability  to  write  well  and  prese 
A High  persuas ion  abilities. 

Ability  to  brief  frequently  and  well. 

^AA  Ability  to  interface  with  high  ranking  officers/officials. 
A A Overall  high  communication  skills  ability. 

High  ability  in  interpersonal  relations. 

Ability  to  think  imaginatively. 


M 

Hn 

I I 


Technical  ability  to  analyze  complex  problems. 
Ability  to  think  in  the  broadest  range  possible. 
j_  Ability  to  apply  regulations  and  standing  procedures. 
Ability  to  identify  problems. 


29.  Additional  Instructions:  After  completing  the  questionnaire,  please 

look  over  the  questions  asked  and  list  below  the  five  most  significant 
questions  (by  number)  for  describing  the  overall  profile  of  a program 
manager. 

Sse  **>/>£#  O/X  4 

30.  List  any  one  aspect  which  you  feel  is  more  important  than  those  we 
have  included  in  questions  1 thru  28. 

5 at  c#*unn*r*  t*  •** 


35-10 


T order  r r tl  e r*.  ier  to  v rifj  the  itati  l ] lysis,  I ] ave  i - 
eluded  the  pxoces  f amlysi  >y  way  f sj  iple  isin^-  question  la« 

If  1 reader  w is  9s  t ch  >e  ■ u pec  fi<  ai  ilj  ;■  , 10  Id  c suit 

tl  cur  il  itive  fn  1 • Les  i plaj  s ' Appe  diac  1. 


’he  ull  iy  pc  the  3 (H#)  t ,J  there 


si. 


t i ierti 


ti,  i . e 


jrc  i[  pini  , i.e. . ' t respc  e « i ’ 1 ■'  ri  ite  sve  lv 

•.■.I1,  c - 'icss. 

R e „ thesis  of  t<  t (H.)  is  tl  at  x ere  is  a ' 1 icai  t diff  re  ce 
i ( dee  [ grouj;  opinio  J at  t s 9^  f i e ' terv  L* 


*0  * ‘ 

1/3 

2/3  ! 

7 /7 

<1  ! j.rvo  t ! ' fT 

tl 

X 

X 

* 

10/..  4 

* / 

^ 

e ce 

A =. 

7 0 / 

76/20/ 

0 

;t=  ' ■ ’ 1 Lif  e 

II 

* 

76/20i 

^tuble  value. 

2. 54  " }0,  °te.  01) 
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The  entire  cepta'.ee/rejectijn  table  is  included  <»  the  follovi 


Appendix  2 


Qi m.vrton  Mi  Acccrrtf0  ftcjecr 
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28.  Select  five  of  the  following  abilities  in  order  of  their  importance 
in  successful  performance  as  a program  manager.  Rank  them  using  #1 
for  the  most  important  criterion  and  #5  for  the  last  of  your 
selections. 

Rankii 
lrdet>i 

Ability  to  write  well  and  present  complex  issues  clearly. 
High  persuasion  abilities. 

Ability  to  brief  frequently  and  well. 

Ability  to  interface  with  high  ranking  officers/officials. 
Overall  high  communication  skills  ability. 

High  ability  in  interpersonal  relations. 

Ability  to  think  imaginatively. 

Technical  ability  to  analyze  complex  problems. 

Ability  to  think  in  the  broadest  range  possible. 

Ability  to  apply  regulations  and  standing  procedures. 
Ability  to  identify  problems. 
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yr.  Additional  Inst.nirt.ionn: — After  completing  the  questionnairet  please 
look  overthe~^e7trnws--a^ke£L  and  list  below  the  five  most  significant 
questions  (by  number)  for  descrTbing~ThF~07m,^44--^xro^jle  of  a program 
manager. — 


80.  List  any  one  aopoct  which  you  feel  is  more  important  than  those  we 
* have  included  in  questions  1 thru  28. 


4p/>L»A//C  3 


t 


If  a program  manager  is  convinced  that  his  program  will  not  meet  stated 
requirements,  he  is  obligated  to  state  the  costs  (technical  performance, 
Schedule  & dollars)  to  complete  as  well  as  to  recommend  cancellation  to 
te  decision  maker. 

Strongly 
Di sagree 
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